Nutzungsbedingungen
Context and background to the Rural Development Regulation
The launch of the Rural Development Regulation (RDR) as part of the European Union's Agenda 2000 reforms to the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) was seen by many to herald a new approach towards EU rural and agricultural policies. Hailed as the 'Second Pillar' to the CAP, it was hoped that the RDR would pioneer a territorially focused, multi-annually programmed support policy which would help to redefine the key goals of the CAP and demonstrate new ways in which these goals could be pursued (LOWE et al., 2002) . The new approach adopted several of the features of earlier EU Structural Fund policies for lagging regions and contrasted starkly with the dominant instruments of 'Pillar 1' of the CAP, which remained sectoral and, indirectly at least, linked to agricultural production. The RDR's genesis was linked by observers and the Commission (e.g. BRYDEN, 1998 , CEC, 1997 with the rhetoric and principles espoused at the Cork Conference of November 1996.
The then EU Agriculture Commissioner, Franz Fischler, convened this major European gathering on rural development in an attempt to build political and stakeholder support for his ideas on CAP reform. Commissioner Fischler talked about the need to move away from a narrow sectoral focus on the agricultural industry and towards a broader rural development policy, tailored to local needs and conditions and drawing in a wide range of partners. Above all, the policy objective should be "sustainable and integrated rural development", he argued.
The declaration that emerged from the Conference, although not agreed by all participants nor endorsed by the Council of Ministers, spoke of "making a new start in rural development policy", and set out ten guiding principles. These emphasised: sustainability, particularly of natural and cultural resources; a multisectoral and territorial focus; the need for integrated, multiannual programmes; the importance of building private and community-based capacity in each local area through participation and decentralisation in design and delivery; and the need for monitoring and evaluation involving stakeholders.
The principles of the Cork Declaration departed significantly from the way the mainstream CAP then operated (under the Guarantee Section of the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund or EAGGF), with a relative absence of obvious territorial characteristics (SHUCKSMITH et al., 2005) . Since its inception in the early 1960s, the chief policy instruments of the CAP have been a mix of market stabilisation and support mechanisms for the major agricultural commodities produced by Europe's farmers -the so-called Common Market Organisations or CMOs (for cereals, beef, sheepmeat, dairy products, olives and wine). These mostly deployed centrally-designed price support and market intervention instruments, budgeted on an annual basis, which took relatively little account of territorial variability across the EU. The CMOs have accounted for the large majority of CAP annual spending (even in the period [2000] [2001] [2002] [2003] [2004] [2005] [2006] , the proportion will be 85%), most CMO spending is compulsory and fully EU-financed, and the market regimes have traditionally been the focus of most discussion in Agriculture Council meetings.
Since the early 1970s there have been other CAP measures, funded under the Guidance Section of the EAGGF, used largely to promote structural adjustments in agriculture. Unlike the Guarantee-funded CMOs, the Guidance Section allowed for multi-annual budgeting by the Member States and its structural measures were voluntary and only part-EU funded ('co-F o r P e e r R e v i e w O n l y 5 financed'). Nevertheless, the measures were still specified in considerable detail in EU Regulations, so that their application was relatively standardised across the Community and insensitive to territorial variations. Thus, many Member States have long operated schemes for, say, investment aid to agricultural holdings or support for the processing and marketing of agricultural products, for which any farmer or food processing business that meets the EU criteria has been eligible to receive support, subject to available funds.
A small proportion of EAGGF Guidance aid was territorially delimited. Less Favoured Area (LFA) aid, introduced in the mid-1970s, was the first explicit, Community-wide instrument for geographically targeted support 1 . Subsequently, a new suite of CAP structural aids was added which was to be delivered through multi-annual strategic programmes as part of the regionally-targeted, area-based programmes funded jointly with European Regional
Development and Social Funds, in the periods 1989-93 and 1994-9 . These funds grew significantly in the late 1980s and 1990s and were used to support structural adjustment in the EU's most economic lagging areas (through so-called Objective 1 programmes) and in rural areas in need of economic diversification (the Objective 5b areas). Also, territorial zoning was initially seen as essential for Member States implementing the agri-environment schemes which were first introduced under Guidance funding in 1985, although this condition was relaxed when they were moved into the Guarantee budget to become much more substantial 'accompanying measures' to the CAP, in 1992. Nevertheless, all these territorially-sensitive measures have remained marginal to the CAP as a whole, in both financial and institutional terms. With the creation of the CAP's Second Pillar and its adoption of territoriallydelineated, multi-annual programming (in line with the Cork principles), the Commission and the Council signalled their acceptance of an increased significance for territorially-based policy making and delivery, within the agriculture sphere (CLAN, 2002).
Formation of the RDR
The RDR brought together a range of CAP measures into a single regulation, in principle creating the opportunity for a more coherent and integrated approach. However, most of the measures were already established prior to 1999 and some were traceable back to the first farm structures aids of the 1970s. They included support for structural adjustment of the farming sector; support for farming in Less Favoured Areas; remuneration for agrienvironment activities; aid for investments in processing and marketing; forestry measures;
and aids for "the adaptation and development of rural areas" (Article 33) which were closely F o r P e e r R e v i e w O n l y 6 modelled on Objective 5b measures (see Figure 1) . In bringing together all these forms of aid under a single menu, to be delivered via multi-annual programmes drawn up at 'the appropriate geographical level', the RDR presented for the first time a coherent, alternative operational model to the CMOs, within the CAP. Moreover, in broadening the geographical applicability and the potential eligibility for funding of these measures, the prospect was opened of non-farmers and non-agricultural activities having access to CAP supports.
[ INSERT FIGURE 1 HERE] This broad vision for the second pillar was echoed in Commission rhetoric. In setting out the rationale behind the Agenda 2000 reform proposals, the European Commission explained the purpose of the RDR as being to:
lay the foundations for a comprehensive and consistent rural development policy whose task will be to supplement market management by ensuring that agricultural expenditure is devoted more than in the past to spatial development and nature conservancy (COMMISSION of the EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES [CEC], 1997, para 2.3).
Following agreement on the Agenda 2000 package in Berlin in April 1999, the Commission commented:
The RDR aims to provide in a single, coherent package, support to all rural areas in three main ways: by creating a stronger agricultural and forestry sector; by improving the competitiveness of rural areas; and by maintaining the environment and preserving Europe's unique rural heritage (CEC, 1999) .
This move towards a more territorial, multi-objective and decentralised orientation within agricultural policy was re-affirmed and extended in the most recent reforms to the CAP measures. Some Member States will use the opportunity to take more account of varied socioeconomic and environmental needs, in implementing these reforms. As policy and institutional change thus build upon these new principles, it is particularly pertinent to examine the extent to which the RDR has actually embodied and enabled decentralisation and territorial responsiveness, as well as the pursuit of multisectoral goals, in its design and
delivery. To what extent has the RDR in practice lived up to the rhetoric and the promise 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 2003 , CLAN, 2002 , SHUCKSMITH et al., 2005 , but our particular focus in this paper is to extend the institutional and political analysis of these processes and their implications for rural development in Europe.
This paper first explores the extent of the transformation of policy achieved by the creation of the RDR, highlighting deep-seated conservatism in the design and implementation of programmes, and seeks to identify its practical and institutional causes. It then examines where and why there are, nonetheless, examples of innovative and apparently successful adoption of the 'new approach' heralded by the second pillar, identifying the influence of previous cohesion and agri-environment experiences in providing useful models and creating a legacy of positive institutional adaptation upon which the new programmes have built. A final section then considers key lessons from this analysis in the context of the current and future EU rural development framework, and briefly assesses the potential to use these insights in preparing for the next generation of rural development policies for 2007-13. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60   F  o  r  P  e  e  r  R  e  v  i  e  w  O  n  l  y   8 The preamble to the RDR talked of the need for programmes to achieve balance, coherence and integration in their use of measures to achieve the overall goal of sustainable rural development. From this perspective, the programmes were required to examine existing needs, opportunities and threats in economic, social and environmental terms, and to devise a specific mix of measures that will work in complementary ways to address these. The intention was that existing EU-wide measures should be more tailored to national and regional needs and circumstances, and more effectively combined with other (RDR, EU and national) measures to achieve more strategically coherent and responsive interventions. Thus variety in programmes was encouraged as a means of more effectively reflecting and meeting rural development goals, given the varying nature of Europe's rural areas.
Assessing the Extent of the Transformation: Rhetoric Versus Reality

Variability and its causes
RDPs in practice certainly exhibit great variety. In some countries, the RDR is delivered through a single national plan (as in Sweden, France and Austria) while in others it is delivered through regional programmes (Germany, UK) or via a complex mix of national and regional programmes (as in Spain). When programme plans and proposed spending are analysed for the period 2000-6 by country, they reveal a wide variation in the ways in which the RDR is planned to be used. For example, three countries (Sweden, Austria, UK) devote more than half their planned expenditure to aids for Less Favoured Areas and agrienvironment, while two (Spain, France) put the majority of funding towards agricultural modernisation and infrastructure development. This variation can be presented and understood in a number of ways, and has been confirmed by other analyses (CLAN, 2002 , CEC, 2003 . To examine allocations and relative intensities of spend in more detail, Figure 2 presents the total planned spend over the programming period for the six EU Member States in the study, divided between the main measures of the RDR and expressed as intensity of aid per hectare of Utilised Agricultural Area, while Figure 3 for whom the conventional modernisation of farm structures and production and processing methods was prioritised in the past, continue the same pattern under the RDR. In large part, the Member States simply rolled forward into the RDR programmes and initiatives that they had been committed to supporting in previous years. Within the Regulation, the wording describing many of its constituent measures is virtually unchanged from that which applied to similar, but separate, instruments in the 1994-9 period.
Pragmatic drivers of conservatism
Second, the planned EU budget for the RDR is small in relation to the total CAP and [ INSERT FIGURE 4 HERE] Third, the individual EU allocations made to Member States under the RDR were based upon criteria which gave prime importance to past levels and efficiencies of spending on its various predecessor and constituent measures. This was partly in recognition that some measures, in particular the agri-environment aids under the former Regulation 2078/92, involved commitments to fund multi-annual contracts that could continue beyond 2000, and would thus run on into the new programming period. However, by avoiding any attempt to adopt alternative, more needs-based criteria, the EU allocations effectively constrained the scope for the development of new policies and schemes.
Fourth, Member States' ability to develop a more ambitious response to the new RDR was undoubtedly constrained by timing, in that the time allotted for preparing RDPs was relatively short. From the date when the Agenda 2000 reforms were agreed (April 1999), Member
States and regions had just under nine months in which to put draft plans together. Further, detailed guidance on the format and presentation of plans was not produced by the Commission until June 1999. These short timescales were commonly cited by government inclined to continue to operate the same schemes or policies as they had done before. As a result, in most countries the preparation of the Rural Development Plans became rather more of a 'repackaging' exercise than the fresh approach that had been intended in the aftermath of Cork.
In some Member States, notably the UK, the constraint of its historically low allocation to RDR-type measures during the 1990s was so significant that it provided a spur for the decision to apply voluntary 'modulation' to Pillar 1 CAP aids, in order to increase the money available for Pillar 2 programmes at national level, from 2000 (FALCONER and WARD, 2000; LOWE et al., 2002) . Without voluntary modulation there would have been no scope to support any UK programme growth over the 2000-6 period, including the continued gradual expansion of agri-environment schemes to which both government and stakeholders had expressed commitment.
Institutional predisposition to conservatism
The evidence from national level analysis also suggests that limitations resulting from financial constraints, short timescales and the relative size of RDPs compared to other established funding programmes, were compounded by an inherent institutional conservatism within the national and sub-national structures surrounding the CAP, which acted against the adoption of a fresh approach to the second pillar. The CAP has always been a strongly hierarchical policy, prescribed centrally and offering little discretion to the national and sub- Institutional conservatism hampered the new system in terms of both policy planning (resources and measures) and the delivery apparatus (financial management and controls).
Not only were the funding allocations at the EU level backward-looking, but so also were many of the rules and procedures governing the new programmes. Despite the official rhetoric promoting decentralisation, the second pillar's accounting and funding rules remained conservative and incipiently centralising. Figure 5 presents a simplified summary of the implications of these characteristics for delivery, which are described in more detail in the text that follows.
[ INSERT FIGURE 5 HERE] 2.3.1. Early centralist EC guidance Initially, the wording of the RDR and its implementing Regulation, in combination with the new CAP finance Regulation (also agreed under Agenda 2000) created ambiguity about the extent to which certain approaches applied under Structural Fund programmes could be used to deliver aid under RDPs. Some of the text of these Regulations was based upon previous CAP Pillar 1 procedures while some was taken from EU regional policy and Structural Fund programme procedures -two areas of policy with very different approaches to issues of territorial sensitivity and subsidiarity. Under Structural Fund programmes approved by officials in the Commission's Regional Policy Directorate-General, it had been possible for local delivery agents acting at a sub-regional level to take decisions about how best to deploy funds and measures, and thus which individual projects should be supported. In dialogue with 
Paying Agencies
There were particular problems stemming from the fact that the EAGGF-Guarantee fund was the principal funding instrument for most RDPs under the RDR. This fund is annually accounted (i.e. expenditure under each measure -and even sub-measure for Article 33 -must be planned, committed and spent by individual year). It is also subject to a relatively high level of centralised control, in comparison with other EU funds (notably the Structural Funds). All funds must be disbursed via accredited Paying Agencies in each Member State, where the Commission has specified that the number of these agencies should be kept to a minimum in all countries and a single national paying agency is clearly favoured. To attain accreditation for EAGGF expenditure requires conformity to a standard set of rules and procedures which is seen as particularly onerous for all but large, centrally directed organisations. Because of this, officials at national and regional level within several Member
States believe it to be more difficult in the 2000-2006 programmes to devise and implement locally tailored rural development schemes or projects that depend upon a high degree of partnership in both funding and delivery, than it was in the period 1994-9 when similar measures were supported under the EAGGF-Guidance budget, in Structural Fund programmes (Objective 1, 5b and 6). must be able to demonstrate that the products will be supplying 'normal market outlets'. The original intention behind these constraints was to ensure that CAP funding went only to agricultural production and that it would not exacerbate surpluses in certain sectors. Today, in view of the broad reorientation of CAP policies and instruments that has occurred since these rules were drawn up, in particular the decoupling of Pillar 1 aids and the broader focus upon multifunctionality in agriculture and rural development, these restrictions appear increasingly arbitrary and inappropriate at the local level (MANTINO, 2003) . As we have seen, since its agreement in 1999 the RDR has been put into practice in a context that can be characterised by institutional conservatism from the Commission to the national, to the sub-national levels, allied strongly to the traditional character of the CAP. However, this conservatism has not entirely prevailed and this is illustrated by cases which demonstrate innovation and/or a broader grasp of the concepts embodied in the RDR rhetoric, at various levels. Other studies (JONES and CLARK, 2001; VALVE, 1999) and non-farm businesses. The early evidence from Spanish programmes is that PRODER is a significant element underpinning effective and more territorially sensitive rural development (BEAUFOY et al., 2002 , SHUCKSMITH et al., 2005 .
CAP Coherence
In areas designated under Objective 1 for the period 2000-6, the 'non-accompanying' measures of the RDR 4 are delivered as part of the Objective 1 programmes and subject to EAGGF Guidance fund rules, which incorporate more scope for local flexibility than RDPs subject to EAGGF Guarantee fund rules, outside these areas. Evidence suggests that this increased flexibility can engender more effective rural development initiatives. One notable example exists in Sweden, where a successful initiative is promoting agricultural adaptation and value-added enterprise development in the remote northern part of the country. The
Eldrimner project used RDR funding under the Objective 1 programme to develop a rural resource centre for the transfer of applied and practical knowledge in small-scale production and processing of rural products. The centre offers short courses in production methods including butchery, cheese making and berry and vegetable processing. Local traditions are blended with new technologies drawn from best practice across Europe. An annual promotional fair is hosted and the centre runs a small shop. Eldrimner also invested in the construction and use of a mobile dairy unit in 2002 that was made available to different farms over a period of time, to help local milk producers to gain skills and experience in diversifying into value-added products, direct sales and marketing. A significant number of local farms has used the centre and its facilities, bringing important benefits to the economy.
In developing this initiative, the ability to combine the twin goals of training and investment in added value farm produce in a novel way, suited to local circumstances, was seen as critical to its success. Such an approach would have been much more difficult to achieve under the rules applying to RDPs funded outwith the Structural Funds, using EAGGF-Guarantee monies (BRUCKMEIER AND HÖJ LARSEN, 2002). A similar conclusion applies to the analysis of an innovative initiative in Saxony-Anhalt, Germany, called 'LOCALE', where local strategies developed by cross-sectoral partnerships in Objective 1 areas are given considerable discretion in designing and delivering mini-programmes for micro-regions (SCHUBERT, 2002) . 'LOCALE' is a multi-sectoral and competitive local development approach which adopted many of the LEADER working principles and drew upon positive States faced a new requirement to consider and justify the application of the RDR measures as part of a single multi-annual, planned programme, explicitly requiring consultation with a range of stakeholders when plans were drawn up and programme measures selected and
Non-CAP influences -adoption of the programming approach
designed. This appears to have increased the degree of partnership between the agricultural administration and other rural interests, particularly those representing environmental and community groups, which was acknowledged by these interests as 'a step forward' in orienting programmes towards a broader and more territorially sensitive, sustainable development agenda. For example, in Austria, where the RDP looks almost the same as previous policies and is heavily dominated by the Öpul agri-environment scheme, the explicit requirement for a coherent programme involving stakeholders gave environmental NGOs new leverage. This encouraged the agricultural administration to take steps to improve the environmental effectiveness of Öpul and to promote integrated projects using other RDR measures alongside it to deliver environmental and economic benefits. Thus, for example, in the Sölktäler Nature Park, the park administration worked with a range of local stakeholders and co-ordinated activities with four other Nature Parks in the region, to devise an integrated series of RDR and LEADER + funded activities, combining Öpul with training in environmental management and business development, to produce and promote high-value, branded regional products to local consumers and tourists, as well as developing lectures, courses and excursions on nature conservation and new tourist trails (LUKESCH and ASAMER-HANDLER, 2002) . Similarly, in the UK, more extensive strategic consultation and ongoing discussion with environmental and socio-economic stakeholders in England and Wales, during the preparation and early delivery of RDR programmes, led to strengthened partnership working and more integrated schemes and delivery systems. In England, partnerships between central and regional government officials and government agencies, farming unions and NGOs were developed and used to help in this process. In Wales, integrated delivery structures sought to ensure a coherent approach to farm-focused rural development aid in the 'Farming Connect' service which served as the gateway to access a range of RDR aids (WARD, 2002) . Thus, by choosing to frame the new rural development regulations around the delivery model that had evolved to respond to the needs of EU regional and cohesion policy, the Commission and Council apparently gave a particular boost to institutional learning within the context of the CAP. Despite its short policy lifespan, the French CTE experience was substantial. By October 2001, some 14,000 CTE contracts had been signed and a further 6,000 were under negotiation, with a total coverage of just over a million hectares of farmland. In several marginal areas of France, CTE were developed in close partnerships involving regional parks, local farm co-operatives and local chambers of commerce to promote new, more sustainable business development ideas on farms built around quality products and the maintenance of a high quality environment. In more productive areas, some CTE made significant progress in reducing the overuse of manures, fertilisers and pesticides and conserving water resources on farms, while improving farm profitability and animal welfare. In sum, the CTE experience represents a significant legacy of learning that can be passed on to successor policy mechanisms (BULLER and KOLOSY, 2002) . Using the emergent rural development taxonomy (LOWE et al., 1995 , BALDOCK et al., 2001 , factors can broadly be categorised as either 'endogenous' (i.e. due to local action within particular territories) or 'exogenous' (i.e. resulting from regional or national-level policy management). As illustrated above, endogenous factors include the application of local institutional learning experience derived from a previous history of similar initiatives, or 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 integration. In all cases, the importance of concerted and/or reflexive institutional adaptation in promoting more effective processes and outcomes, is apparent.
Conclusions and implications
Lessons learned
Our analysis of the RDR 2000-6 highlights the key role that must be played by institutional adaptation to a new style of policy making in the pursuit of sustainable rural development in Europe, drawing particularly upon prior experience from other policy arenas. Some of the problems can be characterised as 'teething troubles' or short-term phenomena which will no doubt be gradually resolved as administrators become more familiar with the policy and its potential. However, others reflect longer-term issues arising from the institutional framework established under the CAP and EU rural development policies, over the past 15 years. All have relevance to debates about the future expansion and further development of these instruments within the CAP, beyond 2006.
First, the evidence suggests that providing a new, or at least a reconstituted, toolkit for sustainable rural development from the various CAP structural and accompanying measures has not been sufficient to ensure its effective application at ground level. Effective institutional adaptation and follow-through are also critical, and these require the investment of more time and money in learning from past experience and encouraging cross-sectoral working, devolution and local empowerment, partnership formation and capacity building, to stimulate more balanced and sustainable outcomes. An emphasis is needed upon more effective mechanisms for learning within and between institutions, at all levels. Under the RDR, a broad range of rural development experience is accumulating on an expanded scale, and thus the value of information exchange and active promotion of good practice should be Second, the analysis of weaknesses in institutional adaptation presented here highlights a need for much greater simplification and integration of the instruments and processes of EU rural development policy in future, learning lessons from the longer-standing experience of regional policies which have used a similar approach. There is a need to move away from the detailed design of measures and delivery systems in order that these tasks can be undertaken at more local levels, and instead focus more clearly upon the overall purpose, balance and 
Future prospects
The key elements in the decision-making process that will shape the future of these policies at 2. Paying Agency: Funding came from the EAGGF Guarantee, not Guidance, budget, in the majority of areas. Therefore annual expenditure plans were required, and viring of significant monies between RDP measures and sub-measures was subject to advance EC scrutiny and approval.
Those preparing plans would have less trouble spending money if it was focused upon predictable measures which were already well understood by the administration, and local and temporal variability was curtailed. 3. CAP Coherence rules: aids subject to detailed constraints -e.g. the need to demonstrate existence of 'normal market outlets' for products assisted by marketing and processing grants, rules about eligible product types ('Annex 1').
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